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This study discusses the impact of individual motivational factors for charitable
contributions. This study is important because it will help R.I.T and similar
educational/non profit organizations understand the "intrinsic
factors"
that motivate
individuals to donate time, money, or goods. The results of this study will help the








I wish to acknowledge the support, guidance, and encouragement received from
Dr. JimMyers and Dr. James Jacobs in the development and completion of this thesis.
Special thanks to Anne Zachmeyer for her personal interest and continuous
support. In addition, I would like thank all the professors in the Service Management
Program.
Thanks to Jennifer Freer (Business Librarian) for her assistance with a major
portion of the research, Linda Coppola (Liberal Arts Librarian) for reviewing the APA
formatting used in this thesis, the in-text citation, and the bibliography, and Gregory
Torbitt (retired English teacher with the Rochester City Schools) for proofreading my
entire thesis.
Data (names and addresses) were randomly gathered from the R.I.T donor
database. Thanks to Lisa Cauda from the R.I.T Development Office for providing this
list. The Rochester Institute ofTechnology (R.I.T) is located in Rochester, New York.
Finally, I would like to thank the most important person in my life, my wife
Shaila. I could not complete this thesis or obtain my Masters degree without your love,
encouragement, and constant support. Thank you for standing with me through the good




Types of charitable contributions (billions) in five year increments 2
Figure 2:
Individual charitable contributions (billions) from 1962-2002 3
Figure 3 :
Contributions by types (billions) for September 11th, 2001 4
Figure 4:
Future projections for philanthropy (trillions of dollars) 5
Figure 5:
Analysis by gender 46
Figure 6:
Analysis by age group 47
Figure 7:
Analysis by decision to make charitable contributions 48
Figure 8:
Analysis of the survey respondents by R.I.T affiliation 49
Figure 9:
Analysis of respondents by education and age (frequency) 50
Figure 10:
Analysis by sense of responsibility 58
Figure 1 1 :
Analysis by compassion 59
Figure 12:
Analysis by personal identification 60
Figure 13:
Analysis by self interest 61
Figure 14:
Analysis by giving thanks 62
Figure 15:
Analysis by habit 63
Figure 16:
Analysis by religious influence 64
Figure 17:
Analysis by guilt feelings 65
Figure 18:
Analysis by pressure 66
Figure 19:
Analysis by tax deduction 67
Figure 20:
Analysis by mission of the organization 68
Figure 2 1 :
Analysis by perseverance of the organization 69
Figure 22:
Analysis by personal relationship of the organization 70
Figure 23:
vi
Analysis by organizational approach 71
Figure 24:
Analysis by prestige of the board 72
Figure 25:
Analysis by donation types 73
Figure 26:
Analysis by average annual hours contributed by education 74
Figure 27:
Analysis by average annual dollars contributed by education 75
Figure 28:
Analysis by average annual hours contributed by age group 76
Figure 29:




Reasons for giving/Motivational factors 11
Table 2:
Subjective/Objective reasons for giving 13
Table 3:
Wealth transfer/Simulation model 20
Table 4:
Number ofFoundations (by types) 21
Table 5:
International NGO's (1990 -2000) 32
Table 6:
Subjective/Objective reasons for giving 38
Table 7:
Responses ranked by Strongly Agree (percentages) 51
Table 8:
Responses ranked by combining Strongly Agree and Agree (percentages) 53
Table 9:
Responses ranked by Strongly Disagree (percentages) 54
Table 10:
Responses ranked by combining Strongly Disagree and Disagree (percentages) 55
Table 11:
Responses ranked by Percentages 56
vm
Table 12:













Limits and Delimits 6
Significance of this study 6
Definition ofTerms 7
Thesis Outline 8
Chapter II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Early examples ofphilanthropy 9
Pioneers in philanthropy 9
Motivational factors for philanthropy 10













Analysis of findings 45
Characteristics of respondents 46
Respondents'
sentiments about giving 51
Analysis of responses to each question 58
Chapter V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction 78
Meaning of the results 78
Usefulness of this study 79
Limitations of this study 80




Appendix A: Survey Cover Sheet 88
XI
Appendix B: My Cover Letter 90
Appendix C: Pilot Survey 92
Appendix D: RIT Development Office Cover Letter 94





The date is January 19th, 2004. Having returned late at night from the office, the
TV is turned on to watch the CNN Headline News. The news reporter reports that the
estate of Joan B. Kroc has made a donation of $1.5 billion to the Salvation Army. The
next day every major newspaper in the nation has a front page article about the donation
(Leung, 2004).
This news immediately grabs the
viewers'
attention. It makes the viewers wonder
why she gave money to that organization. A thought immediately occurs about the "key
motivating
factors"
that makes an individual donate to charitable organizations. Why do
people give? A study of these individual motivational factors might lead to a better
understanding of the frame ofmind and the mentality of these individual donors.
Stories like the one about Joan Kroc immediately capture
peoples'
attention.
These stories are excellent publicity and recognition for the individual, family,
corporation, or foundation making the donation. However, most philanthropy takes place
anonymously and is done by people who make smaller donations and receive little or no
recognition.
In the year 2002, of the total of $240.92 billion, $183.73 billion came from
"individual
donors."
This statistic alone should make it very clear why nonprofit
organizations need to focus their attention to those "intrinsic
factors"
that motivate people
to donate. (AAFRC, 2003, p. 6).
During difficult economic times nonprofit organizations need to pay close
attention to their donor population. Most of these organizations receive little or no
government funding. Thus this study will benefit not only organizations like R.I.T but
any nonprofit organization that strive to attract, maintain and build long terms
relationships with their donors or potential donors. This study is focused on finding those
individual intrinsic motivational factors.
Background
Every year the AAFRC Trust for Philanthropy Inc. publishes an annual report on
Philanthropy. They have records dating back to 1962 categorized by individual, bequest,
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Figure 1: Types of charitable contributions (billions) in five year increments
Source: AAFRC Trust for Philanthropy. (2003). Giving USA 2003. Indianapolis, IN:
AAFRC Trust for Philanthropy, pp 18
- 24.
From Figure 1.0 it is visibly apparent that individual donations have:
Increased substantially every five years
Surpassed and exceeded donations from bequests, foundations, and corporations.
A different view of individual philanthropy (Figure 2) over a span of40 years will
make another case for the importance of individual philanthropy. From this figure it is
apparent that individual donations have steadily increased from $9.89 billion in 1962 to
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Figure 2: Individual charitable contributions (billions) from 1962-2002
Source: AAFRC Trust for Philanthropy. (2003). Giving USA 2003. Indianapolis, IN:
AAFRC Trust for Philanthropy, p. 194.
Finally, charitable contributions related to the September 1 1th, 2001 events in
Figure 3 will put the importance of individual philanthropy into its proper perspective.
Once again individual donations exceeded all other donations. Individual donations were
$1,586 billion, corporate foundations $.682 billion, independent foundations $.262























Figure 3: Contributions by types (billions) for September 11 , 2001
Source: AAFRC Trust for Philanthropy. (2003). Giving USA 2003. Indianapolis, IN:
AAFRC Trust for Philanthropy, p. 55.
In a study by Paul Schervish and his colleague John Havens at the SocialWelfare
Research Institute at Boston College, which was based on the past 20 years donations,
individuals gave more than $2 trillion to charity, both while alive and through their
estates. Based on the current data, they are projecting the amount donated to charity is
expected to swell to $6 trillion by 2017 and $34 trillion by 2052. The future projections
ofphilanthropic donations are mind boggling and expected to soar (Schevrish, para. 28).







D AMOUNT IN TRILLIONS $2 $6 $34
Figure 4: Future projections for Philanthropy (trillions of dollars)
Source: Schervish, P.B. (2001, July 12). The Giving Boom: How the newphilanthropy
will changeAmerica. Think Tank with BenWattenberg Retrieved November 12, 2003
from the PBS Web site: http://www.pbs.org/thinktank/givingboom_transcript.html
Based on past history, most recent catastrophic terrorist event (9/1 1), and future
projections which indicate a steady growth in "individual
donations"
and philanthropic
donations, nonprofit organizations need to pay closer attention to the motivational factors
of their individual donors.
Having established and justified the importance of individual philanthropy, it is
even more critical to understand those critical intrinsic values that motivate individuals to
make donations to charitable organizations.
Problem Statement
Voluntary contributions of individuals are a vital source of funding for most
charitable organizations; however, the motivation for individuals to give is not well
understood.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to describe the "intrinsic
motives"
for individual
contributions to R.I.T in Rochester, New York. This study will give R.I.T some insights
and help R.I.T to focus and target on the critical individual intrinsic motives in existing
and future campaigns, and donation solicitations.
Limits andDelimits
The sampling frame for this study was a select group of donors to a major
northeastern university. The motivations for giving to a university may be fundamentally
different than the motivations for giving to humanitarian causes. Thus, the results and
findings of this study may not be easily generalized to all types of charitable
organizations. However, the motivations for giving to universities may parallel the
motivations for giving for many non-profit organizations such as hospitals, and large
charitable foundations. This study focuses only on individual motivations for giving and
does not consider the grant making or foundation level motivations.
Significance ofthis Study
The focus of this study is to understand individual
donors'
motivational needs.
This study is focused on the university sector. The results of the study can help
universities gain an understanding of the
donors'
motivations. Understanding these
motivations will help universities better target their potential donors and increase the
giving ofpotential individual donors.
Definition ofTerms
Altruist - a person unselfishly concerned for or devoted to the welfare of others.
Bequests - a disposition by will ofpersonal property.
Charitable organization - an organization that is involved in charitable acts or
work.
Corporation - an association of individuals, created by law and existing as an
entity with powers and liabilities independent of those of its members.
Donation (time, money, goods, blood, etc.) - the act ofpresenting something as a
gift, grant, or contribution.
Donor - a person who gives or donates (money, material goods or time) to a
charitable organization.
Foundation - a donation or legacy for the support of an institution; an
endowment; or an endowed institution.
Individual donor - in this document refers to a single person or a member of a
family.
Nonprofit organization - is a body of individuals who associate for any of the
three purposes: (1) to perform public tasks that have been delegated to them by
the state; (2) to perform public tasks for which there is a demand that neither the
state nor for-profit organizations are willing to fulfill; or (3) to influence the
direction ofpolicy in the state, the for profit sector, or other non profit
organizations.
Philanthropist - a person who practices philanthropy.
Philanthropy
-
affection for mankind, especially as manifested in donations of
money, property, or work to needy persons or to socially useful purposes.
Thesis Outline
The rest of this study will focus primarily on the intrinsic motives for individual
philanthropy, the data collection and analysis. Chapter two will present a review of the
literature, the study of existing motivational factors, and the motivational factors studied
in this research. Chapter three covers the methodology, questionnaire used for this study,
tabulation and data analysis. Chapter four will address the findings. Finally, chapter five




The roots ofphilanthropy date back to the earliest settlers in North America who
joined together to govern themselves, to help each other, and to undertake community
activities, such as building schools, churches, and fighting fires. Later, immigrants
supported communities by giving through churches and forming groups to help the poor
as well as organizing associations to assist each other in their new homeland.
Philanthropy is strongly rooted in religious beliefs. Many religious leaders
encourage their members to give to the poor and to the charitable works. Individuals
involved with religion have always felt the strong need to give to the needy, their
communities, the poor in other lands, victims ofnatural disasters, and to their churches
(Council on Foundations, 2002).
Pioneers in Philanthropy
Benjamin Franklin epitomized the American philanthropic spirit. He devoted the
last years ofhis life to public service. His legacy includes local civic organizations and
institutions such as Pennsylvania Hospital, and the University ofPennsylvania. Prior to
Benjamin Franklin the most noteworthy philanthropists were John Harvard who in 1638
founded the Cambridge School inMassachusetts, and Elihu Yale who made a major
contribution to the Collegiate School ofConnecticut, which later on became Yale College
in 1701. It was not until the
20th
century that individuals generally began to use to their
philanthropy to seek ways to combat problems, conduct research, and promote science.
Some of the early proponents ofmodern philanthropy were Andrew Carnegie, John
Rockefeller, andMargaret Olivia Sage. These individuals set the tone and changed the
face ofphilanthropic giving (Bremner, 1988, pp. 217-236).
A widespread exposure to philanthropy is present no matter where one resides in
the U.S. A strong awareness exists of the institutions, organizations, and the causes that
philanthropy supports. Some of the prominent organizations are YMCA, American Red
Cross, UnitedWay, and The Salvation Army. Philanthropy supports and sustains the
existence ofmajor universities, medical schools, and institutions. Some of the
well-
known universities and institutions supported by philanthropy are Yale, Harvard,
Cambridge, The John Hopkins University, Emory University, and the New York State
public library. In short, philanthropy touches every aspect of the physical and social
needs of an individual, community, society, nation, and the world.
Motivational Factorsfor Philanthropy
Various studies have been conducted to gain an understanding of individual
philanthropy from different perspectives. Studies have been done focusing on age,
religion, education, income, tax deductions, gender, rich/poor families and giving.
Authors have classified motivational factors differently in each of these studies.
Some of the motivational factors found early on were: acceptance, altruism,
appreciation, approval, being asked, belief in the cause, community support, guilt
feelings, immorality, "leave me alone", playing God, salvation, sympathy, and for fun
(Brakeley, 1980, pp. 26-31).
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Another approach to classification considers the following categories: The
Communitarian: Doing good makes sense; The Devout: Doing good is God's will; The
Investor: Doing good is good business; The Socialite: Doing good is fun: The Altruist:
Doing good feels right; The Repayer: Doing good in return; and The Dynast: Doing good
is a family tradition (Prince, 1994, pp. 13-16).
Panas (1984) who is quoted in philanthropy articles, magazines, and books
classified motivational factors into 21 broad categories. These 21 categories are shown
below in Table 1 :
Table 1 - Reasons for Giving/Motivational Factors
Community responsibility
and civic pride
Great interest in a specific
program within the project
To match a gift or gifts
made by others
Tax consideration Recognition of the gift Memorial opportunity
Involved in the campaign
program
Respect for the institution
locally
Adult history ofbeing




Leverage or influence of the
solicitor
Fiscal stability of the
institution
To challenge or encourage
other gifts
Involved at one time in the
activity of the institution
-
personal benefit





The appeal and drama of
the campaign material
requesting the gift, fiscal
stability of the institution
Serves on the Board of
Trustees, a major
committee, or other official
body of the institution
Guilt feelings
Regard for the volunteer
leadership of the institution
Uniqueness of the project or
the institution
Religious or spiritual
affiliation of the institution
O'Connell (1987) used a classification ofmotivational factors that included: to
discover new frontiers ofknowledge, support and encourage excellence, enable people to
exercise their potential, relieve human misery, preserve and enhance democratic
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government and institutions, make communities a better place to live, nourish the spirit,
create tolerance, understanding, and peace among people, and to remember the dead.
Paul Schervish, an author, researcher, well respected, and often quoted professor
in the field ofphilanthropy at the SocialWelfare Research Institute at Boston College,
has identified six primary motivations why people give to charity
- happiness, gratitude,
identifying with others, "hyper
agency"
(desire to make an impact on
others1
lives and
the community), aspirations, and spiritual secret ofwealth. Two other factors, which are
taxation and satisfaction, are not primary drivers but are considered as motivational
factors. (Sullivan, 2002, para. 23).
Subjective/Objective Reasonsfor Giving
An article in "Fund Raising
Management"
by Robert H. Lewis was very
appropriate for this study (1973). This article described a unique classification of the
intrinsic motivational factors. Further research was conducted to find out if there was a
better classification and ifhe (Robert Lewis) did further studies or any other researcher
using his classification. His subjective/objective classification, amended to include
factors named by others, is shown in Table 2 and was used for this study.
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Table 2 - Subjective Reasons for Giving
Sense of responsibility Compassion Self interest
Stewardship Empathy Recognition
Sense of duty Love Acceptance/appreciation
Conscience Pity Enjoyment of flattery
Loyalty Sympathy Fashion of the Jones
Social inequalities Desire to do good Keeping up with the
impose Desire to help Joneses
responsibility others Follow the leader
Desire to give a Concern for the Personal gain
certain percentage unfortunate Discover new frontiers
ofone's Recognition of a ofknowledge
income/Discretiona need Support and encourage
ry wealth to give Remember the excellence
away dead
Altruist
Giving thanks Habit Religious influence
Repaying an Family tradition Salvation
organization that Inherited giving Set up a particular value










Personal identification Guilt feelings Unclassified
Preconditioning Relieve guilt The need to be needed
Readiness to about an ethical, Putting one's good
respond caused by political, or intentions to work
diseases, personal A substitute for active
misfortunes,
transgression participation
tragedies, whether real or Inner feelings
involving the imagined For fun
donor or his family Immorality
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Table 2 - Objective Reasons for Giving (continued)
Performance of the organization Personal relationship with the organization
Evidence of the carrying out its Involvement of oneself or of a
mission friend
Efficiency in uses of funds Interest the organization takes in the
Percent of contribution that reach donor
beneficiaries Thanks expressed by the
Assurance of fair distribution of organization
services Develops a relationship with the
Low administrative and fund donor
raising costs Positions the donor as a mentor to
Trust in the organization the organization or a mentor to
Tells the truth others in the organization.
Knowing their gifts will have an Opportunity to associate with a
impact and make a difference famous or a worthy person
Fiscal stability of the organization
Enable the donor to do something
Critically evaluates itself about a major
problem or issue
Respect/regard for the volunteer Non-routine responses to criticisms
leadership Having one's ideas and suggestions
listened to/non-routine responses to
criticisms
The organization approach Mission of the organization
Manner of appeal The good it tries to accomplish
Presentation/timing of appeal The need it meets
Are thorough in their presentations Importance to the community
and the donor can't see/find a valid Aims compatible with that of the
reason not to give. donor
Make it easy to make a gift by Urgency of the causes
offering pledge payments, credit Uniqueness of the project or the
cards, etc... institution or organization
Allow the donor to gain personal
connection with other individuals
who are passionately involved in
some meaningful dimension of life.
Use ofpublicity
Ability of the organization to arouse
intellectual and emotional responses
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Table 2 - Objective Reasons for Giving (continued)
Prestige of the Board
Serves on the board of trustees
Respects the board of trustees









Locality of the organization and/or
its work
Preferences for local, national, and
international causes
Assurance that no professional fund
raisers are employed
One's bank account
Efforts to locate a copy of the original questionnaire and the results ofRobert
Lewis'
survey mentioned in the article in the "Fund Raising
Management"
were futile.
With this revised list, the following tasks had to be accomplished:
1 . Design a questionnaire that would encompass this list.
2. Target an organization that would benefit from this study.
Non-Profit Sector
Most of the literature in philanthropy mentions the non-profit sector. This sector
is also commonly referred to as the charitable sector, independent sector, voluntary
sector, tax-exempt sector, and civil society sector.
Although this sector is referred to by
the various common names mentioned above, there are subtle differences in the
definition of each of these sectors.
There is also great diversity in this sector. The U.S. tax laws contain contains
many separate sections under which an organization can claim
exemption from federal
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income taxes as nonprofit organizations. This sector includes two major groups of tax-
exempt organizations: 501(c)(3) charitable organizations and 501(c)(4) social welfare
organizations and all religious organizations and congregations. Among the many
organizations that make up this sector are religious organizations, private colleges, and
schools, foundations, hospitals, day-care centers, environmental organizations, museums,
symphony orchestras, youth organizations, advocacy groups, and neighborhood
organizations, to name a few.
This sector came into existence to serve four critical functions: service provision -
they perform an important service function in which a society like ours is reluctant to turn
to the government for assistance and to respond to social and economic needs; value
guardian - they provide a mechanism for promoting the individual initiative for public
good; advocacy and problem identification
-
they play a vital role in mobilizing public
attention/advocacy to societal problems and needs; and capital building
-
they are
instrumental in creating and sustaining social capital (Salamon, 1999, pp.
15- 17).
What is common among them all is their mission to serve a public purpose, their
voluntary and self-governing nature and their
exclusion from being able to distribute
profits to stockholders (Boris & Steuerle, 1983, p. 3).
The six defining characteristics of the nonprofit sector are: voluntary
-
they are
non-compulsory and involve some meaningful
degree ofvoluntary participation; non
profit distributing
- their goal is not to generate profits for their owners (they may make a
profit but these profits must be ploughed back into the mission of the organization);
organizations
-
they are institutionalized to some extent; self governing
-
they have their
own internal procedures to govern themselves and control their own activities; public
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benefit - they serve a public purpose and contribute to the public good; and private - they
are not part of the government nor governed by board that consist of a majority of
government officials (Salamon, 1999, pp. 10-1 1).
Non-profit revenues come primarily from three sources: payments for services,
government, and private giving. Payments for services make up the largest revenues,
followed by the government, and private charity. This sector receives three fourths of its
revenues from government payments and from payments for services. Charity has been a
historical and critical source of support and continues to play a vital role, through
contributions of time and money.
The non-profit sector in the United States:
Accounts for: 5 to 10% of the nation's economy
Employs 12 million people
Has annual revenues of $ 1 trillion and assets of $2 trillion
Accounts of 8% of the nation's non institutional civilian employees
Has more civilian employees than the federal government and the fifty state
governments combined
Employs more people than any of the following industries: agriculture; mining;
construction; transportation, communication, and other public utilities; and
finance, insurance, and real estate
Generates revenue that exceeds the gross domestic product (GDP) of all but six
foreign countries: Japan, Germany, the United Kingdom, France, Italy, and China
(O'Neill, 2002). The economic, social, and financial impact of this sector is obvious
from the facts stated above.
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There will always be a need for a healthy nonprofit sector - to keep the
government honest, to provide alternative ways to solve problems, to help maintain
institutions that should never be taken over by the government, to pioneer new needs, and
to provide opportunities for the initiative and sense of caring of individual citizens.
Forms ofPhilanthropy
Although the focus of this study is on individual philanthropy, there are several other





NGO (Non Government Organizations)
Bequests
Contributions from bequests have been steadily increasing over the years since
records were kept in 1962. In 1962 the amount donated by bequest was $.70 billion.
This amount increased to $18.10 billion in 2002 (AAFRC, 2003, p. 19).
A charitable bequest is a written statement in a will, which directs that a gift be
made to a charity upon the death ofhe person who established the
will. In philanthropy,
there are four major types ofbequests: specific bequests
- the most popular form of
bequest where a certain dollar amount or certain other property (such as a antiques,
jewelry, home, art collection, etc.); percentage bequests
- are based on a percentage of
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the residual estate or a certain asset; residual bequests
- bequests assets that remain after
all other specific bequests, death taxes and estate expenses have been satisfied; and
contingency bequests
- these bequests take effect only if the primary bequest cannot be
satisfied (Charitable Bequests, 2004).
Bequests avail donors of these benefits: they are most personal forms of charitable
giving, private and confidential and permit the donor to make decisions about the
charities they like; permits the donor to retain their donation until their death; are
revocable and the donor can keep control until the end; and is a option for donors who are
not candidates for current gifts due to the fact that the donor may have plenty ofproperty
but not enough of cash because they often live on fixed incomes (Ely, 2002).
Various studies have revealed that the motivations for bequests are complex and
vary by individual. An NCPG (National Council on Planned Giving) survey of donors in
2000 revealed the following motivations for charitable bequests: desire to support the
charity
- 97%; the ultimate use of the gift by the charity
- 82 %; desire to reduce taxes -
35%; long-range estate & financial planning
- 35%; to create a lasting memorial for
oneself or loved ones - 33%; relationship with a representative of the charity
- 21%;
encouragement of family or friends
- 13%; and encouragement of legal or financial
advisor- 12% (Sharpe, 2002, p. 14).
Organizations are usually surprised and shocked when they are informed about a
large donation from an unexpected bequest or estate. The donation may be triggered due
to a multitude of reasons. A recent example would be the donation of $1.5 billion from
the estate of Joan B. Kroc to the Salvation Army (Leung, 2004).
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According to Paul Schervish and John Havens in their Boston College report on
wealth transfer the importance ofbequests becomes apparent. This report summary
(Table 3) is reputable, widely used and quoted in philanthropy journals, articles, and
books:
Table 3 - Wealth Transfer/Simulation Model
Amount in Trillion Dollars Growth Estimate Charitable Bequest
$41 trillion 2% - low estimate $6 trillion
$73 trillion 3% - medium estimate $12 trillion
$136 trillion 4% - high estimate $25 trillion
From the above table it is obvious that at least $41 trillion will change hands from
1998 to 2052. The amounts that will be donated by charitable bequests based on a low,
medium, or high estimate are $6 trillion, $12 trillion, or $25 trillion respectively
(Schervish & Havens, 2003). The importance of charitable bequests is very obvious and
cannot be ignored.
Foundations
The term Foundation is typically reserved for organizations with the more
specialized function ofmaking grants to other non-profit organizations, typically out of
the earnings of an endowment.
Contributions from foundations have also been steadily increasing. In 1962 the
amount donated by foundations was $.70 billion. This amount increased to $26.90 billion
in 2002 (AAFRC, 2003, p. 20).
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When the term foundation is mentioned, the misconception is that there is only
one kind of foundation. However, there are several types of foundations. They are:
independent foundations - are formed by contributions from wealthy individuals usually
from an endowment that generates income for giving; community foundations
- are
publicly supported grant making organizations that receive contributions from a variety
of donors, and serve communities, regions or towns; company sponsored foundations
award grants with funds donated by parent corporations; and operating foundations
-
which provide direct services or conduct research. Grant making is not their primary
activity (Odendahl, 1987, pp. 30-35).
The table below (Table 4) shows a substantial yearly increase in all types of
foundations. Not only has the amount of charitable donation by foundations increased but
also the number of foundations as well.
Table 4 - Number of Foundations (by types)
2000 2001 2002
All Foundations 56,582 61,810 64,843
Independent 50,532 55,120 57,834
Corporate 2,018 2,170 2,362
Community 560 602 661
Operating 3,472 3,918 3,986
Source: The Foundation Center, Foundation Year Book, 2003 and Foundation Growth
and Giving Estimates, 2004
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Some of the reasons why foundations give are: by design
- foundations are
established for the very purpose ofproviding support and are setup to provide support in
the communities (local, national, and international); they usually have special interest and
guidelines and all foundation directories promote/publish these interests and guidelines;
and finally foundations are established by contributions from individuals or corporations
who wish to promote their specific interests and guidelines (Philanthropy in the United
States With a Particular Focus on The Role ofCorporations, n.d.).
Of the several motivations for forming a foundation, the top nine motivations
were: (1) personal philosophy; (2) systematic giving; (3) welfare of others; (4) social
responsibility; (5) flexibility of foundation; (6) tax incentives; (7) personal satisfaction;
(8) religious heritage; and (9) family traditions (Boris, 1987, p. 79).
Corporations
Corporate contributions are critical source of funding for many non-profit
organizations. This fact is evident from the data provided by Giving USA. Corporate
contributions have grown from $.54 billion in 1962 to $12.19 billion in 2002 (AAFRC,
2003, p. 21).
"Corporate philanthropy which is now common in the U.S. has been called the
oldest from of corporate social performance (Mescon and Tilson, 1987). This tradition of
returning a percentage of the firm's profits to the community
is considered socially
desirable (Buchholtz et al., 1999; Wokutch and Spencer, 1987) but somewhat ambiguous
as a social responsibility, given that responsibility implies an obligation and
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accountability but giving to charity is totally optional for
firms."
(Seifert, Morris, &
Bartkus, 2003, p. 197).
The seven levels of corporate consciousness can be used to explain the
motivations of corporate philanthropy in its broadest sense: Survival consciousness
- the
motivation here is greed, the company will get back far more than it will give away and it
can be considered an investment; relationship consciousness
- financial support for a
cause or campaign to get favors in the future; self-esteem consciousness - this takes the
form of financial support to an institution, a charity, or some other cause that is the public
eye to build a public image or indirect advertising.
These previous three levels of consciousness are about self-interest. The driving force is
"getting rather than
giving."
The next four levels of consciousness are where the emphasis shifts to the
common good. At each higher level of consciousness there is less concern about returns
and more concern about the impact the giving will have on the beneficiaries and society
in general. The four levels are: transformation - the motivation is increasing knowledge,
growth and contributions are made to institutions and organizations that foster new ideas
and help people learn and grow; organizational consciousness
- the motivation is
employee fulfillment which serves the dual purpose of attracting the best people and
building a better world by growing people; community consciousness
- the motivation is
caring about what employees care about and takes the form of financial contributions to
local charities and local communities as well giving paid time off to employees so that
they can contribute to their favorite charities; and finally societal consciousness
- this
motivation is to make the world a better place to live. Corporations at this level recognize
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that whatever contributions they make to improve societal conditions will benefit
everyone (Barrett, 1998).
Corporate philanthropy can be categorized into three motivations clusters:
community obligation
- these gifts are driven by a sense of duty to the community or
communities in which the company operates and rooted in the desire to be a corporate
citizen; reputation and relationship building - these gifts reflect a conscious effort to
secure the goodwill of critical stakeholders (such as employees, customers, community
leaders) by supporting causes that they favor; and context enhancing/strategic
- this is the
rarest but potentially the highest impact cluster. Here the focus is on giving that
simultaneously advances critical social and business objectives, thereby improving a
company's business context while creating social value (Kania & Oakley, 2003).
In a study conducted in Lithuania on Corporate Giving, the motivations were:
emotional motivation
- to release negative emotions or experience positive ones;
economic motivation
-
extending support where there is opportunity to publicize or shape
a positive image of the firm; and solidarity (socialization) motivations
-
moral empathy.
The respondents indicated legislative flaws, taxation, and the complexity of documenting
and accounting donations as the biggest barrier to corporate giving (The Lithuanian Free
Marker Institute, 1997).
The primary forms of corporate philanthropy are cash donations given directly to
charities; in-kind gifts of a firm's products, services, use of facilities, or managerial
expertise; and cash donations given indirectly to charities through a corporate-sponsored
foundation, which is a legal entity separate from the firm.
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The bottom-line benefits of corporate giving are far-ranging and include:
competitive advantage in attracting and retaining customers; closer relationships with
community leaders and officials; greater customer loyalty; increased positive name
recognition and brand awareness; leadership development opportunities for employees;
enhanced reputation and standing in the community; beneficial business-to-business
relationships with non-profits; a reservoir of goodwill within the community that can
serve a company in a time of crisis; improved internal communications and sense of
common purpose; and healthier, more livable, and economically stronger community
(Companies, n.d.).
The importance of corporate contributions to individuals is evident from 1 996
Business Week/Lou Harris poll. In that poll, the response was overwhelming: 95 percent
of the 1,000 adults surveyed believed that U.S. companies do owe something to their
workers and the communities in which they operate. More specifically, survey
participants felt that businesses should sacrifice some profit to make life a bit better for
their workers and communities (Vamos, 1996).
America's most (top five) philanthropic corporations for 2002 were: Albertsons,
Target, MetLife, Best Buy, and Ford Motor. America's largest (top 5) corporate cash
givers for 2002 were: Wal-Mart Stores, Altria Group, Ford Motor, Exxon-Mobil, and
Target (Weinberg, 2003).
Companies have tremendous benefits to gain from being good corporate citizens.
The survey found that 79% ofAmericans took corporate citizenship into account when
deciding whether to buy a particular company's product, with 36 percent considering it
an important factor. In addition, 7 1 percent consider corporate citizenship in their
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investment decisions and 12 percent said they would buy stock in socially responsible
companies. Less than 2 percent perceive U.S. companies as excellent corporate citizens,
while only slightly more than a quarter rate companies in the "above
average'
category.
About 53 percent of those surveyed said that U.S. companies are below average in terms
of corporate citizenship performance (Laurita, 2001).
Of the 401 people questioned by the University ofMassachusetts poll in
December 2003, 63 percent said that they would be influenced to some extent to
patronize a company that supported a nonprofit organization that those respondents
considered important. (Edgers, 2003, p. E.3).
Large corporations make giving decisions at so many different levels, and for so
many different reasons, that both employees and outsiders may find it hard to
comprehend why some organizations get funding and others do not. Very few
corporations take the time to subject their entire company-wide giving portfolio to a
strategic review, distinguishing the different categories of giving, setting consistent
internal policies, and targeting their spending to match different objectives. Even fewer
firms systematically analyze the ways they can use corporate resources and expertise to
leverage the impact of their cash contribution.
Corporations will not give because of conflicts in geographic location and
corporate business strategy. Additional reasons why corporations may not give are: poor
timing, internal conflicts, lack of internal company contacts, mergers and acquisitions
that shift personnel and control, existing alliances with business competitors, unfocussed




Americans from all walks of life, from all income brackets, from all age groups,
from all racial and ethnic groups, married or single, with or without children are involved
in volunteer activities.
Many nonprofit organizations depend on volunteers to provide the services they
offer. If the activities were not performed by volunteers they would either not get done
or paid staffwould do them, consuming the organizations financial and personnel
resources. Volunteers are a critical component of the nonprofit sector, enhancing the
delivery of services and increasing the reach and effectiveness of the organizations they
serve.
Volunteering takes different forms and meanings in different settings. It is
strongly influenced by history, politics, religion, and culture of a region. What may be
considered volunteering in one country may be considered as low paid or labor intensive
work in another. Despite the wide variety ofunderstandings, it is possible to identify
some core characteristics ofwhat constitutes a voluntary activity.
There are three defining characteristics ofvolunteering: the activity should not be
undertaken primarily for financial reward; it should be undertaken voluntarily; and it
should be ofbenefit to someone other than the volunteer
The benefits of volunteering are: it makes an important economic contribution to
society; builds trust and reciprocity among citizens thus contributing to a more cohesive,
stable society; helps to integrate into society people who are excluded or marginalized;
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and it has a role to play in promoting full employment by enhancing the employability of
unemployed people (ExpertWorking Group Meeting, 1999).
Fischer & Schaffer (1993) have classified the most commonly identified motives
for volunteering into six categories. They are: altruistic
-
motivated by the desire to be
useful, helpful to those in need, and wanting to contribute to society; social relations
-
motivated by the desire to interact with others, socialize, and make new friends;
ideological - motivated by a specific cause the individual believes is highly important;
status reward
-
motivated by indirect rewards, such as publicity, goodwill, and status in
the community; material reward
- motivated by tangible benefits, such as prizes, free
passes, and awards offering exclusive privileges; and time
- motivated because the
individual either has or does not have sufficient time to participate in volunteer activities.
Giving, volunteering, and participating are influenced by a set of complex factors,
which include economic conditions, demographics, values, government policies and
personal circumstances. The single most important motivation for people to get involved
in the voluntary sector regardless of age, sex, class, cultural or racial background is the
desire to help and to make a difference. Another factor includes the acquisition ofnew
skills, leading to a job or a better one (Mailloux, Horak & Godin, 2002).
"Other studies (Independent Sector, 1999, 2001; Safrit, King, Burcsu, 1993;
Guseh & Winders, 2002) report that volunteers are motivated to action primarily for
altruistic reason. Among the top reasons for volunteering consistently identified by
volunteers are: a personal belief in the cause, and a desire to help
others."
(Merrill, 2002)
The number ofvolunteers and the volunteer rate has been rising. The data
published by the census bureau reveals that 63.8 million people did volunteer work (59.8
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million in 2002) and that the volunteer rate has increased from 27.4 percent to 28.8
percent. Volunteers spent a median of 52 hours on volunteer activities. The median
number ofvolunteer hours for men and women were the same. More women than men
volunteered. The age groups of 35 to 44 were the most likely to volunteer. The main
organization where volunteers worked during the year was either religious or
educational/youth-service related. Older people volunteered for religious organizations
and younger people volunteered for educational or youth services. Among the most
commonly reported activities were fundraising, coaching, referring, tutoring, or teaching;
collecting, preparing, distributing or serving food; providing information; and engaging
in general labor. The most common reason given for not volunteering was lack of time
(44.7 percent), followed by health or medical problems (14.7 percent), and family
responsibilities or childcare problems (9.5 percent) (Volunteering in the U.S, 2003).
Volunteering is responsible for economic and social contributions not only in the
U.S. but internationally. A few international statistics will shed light on the impact of
volunteering internationally. In Australia 32 percent donate their time and energy to non
profits; in Canada one in four Canadians volunteer; in France 19 percent of the people
surveyed said they volunteered; approximately 34 percent of the adults in Germany
volunteer; 33% of the adults in Ireland volunteer; 26 percent of the adults surveyed in
Japan said they volunteered; and Kazakhstan 69 percent of the adults 18 and over
volunteered (Facts on Volunteering, 2003).
In a 2000 National Survey ofGiving, Volunteering and Participating in Canada,
the motivations for volunteering were: to help a cause you believe in
- 95%; to use your
skills and experiences - 81%; personally affected by the cause of an organization
- 69%;
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explore your own strengths
- 57%; because your friends volunteer - 30%; fulfill religious
obligations or beliefs - 26%; improve your job opportunities - 23%; and required to
volunteer by school
- 8% (Bozzo, 2000).
In a 2001 AARP New York member survey on volunteerism, the top motivation
factors for volunteering were: stay active/busy
- 42%; help older people
- 34%; develop
new friendships - 33%; opportunity to make a difference
- 33%; opportunity for
fun/socializing
- 31%; use professional skills - 29%; help young people
- 29%; work on
50plus issues - 29%; and opportunity to affect public policy
- 23% (Sauer, 2001, p. 10).
In another study on the volunteers for the Commonwealth Games inManchester,
UK in 2002 the motivations (ranked in order) for volunteering were: will be an exciting
experience, chance of a lifetime, give satisfaction to help others, will meet interesting
people, and will be supporting sport (Ralston, Lumsdon, & Downward, 2003).
NGOs (Non-Governmental Organizations)
Non-governmental organizations operate under different names and different
capacities in developed and developing countries. Their work is similar and often
complimentary to that of official
development agencies. They are traditionally know for
their humanitarian, relief activities; they move quickly to the front lines when an
emergency arises, be it famine, forced migration, or a natural or manmade disaster.
NGOs also work in socioeconomic development, from village-level production projects
to involvement in country development policies as the "voice
of the poor and of the
Amnesty International. Oxfam, WHO (World Health Organization),
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American Red Cross, Sierra Club, The National Audubon Society, and World Wildlife
Federation are examples ofNGOs.
There is no general acceptable definition for an NGO. An NGO has some
fundamental characteristics:
Be free and independent from the direct control of any government
Will not be constituted as a political party
Non-profit making
Won't be a criminal group and non-violent
Although these are the fundamental characteristics, there are a few NGOs that closely
identify with a political party, many generate income from commercial activities, and
some of them have been associated with violent protests. (Willetts, 2002).
NGOs are rapidly increasing in numbers and purposes. In 1968 there were only
about 260 NGOs with some type ofU.N. recognition. But today close to 3000 NGOs
have consultative status with various U.N. bodies (Huberty & Riggs, 2003).
NGOs have also taken on an international status. These organizations are referred
to as INGO (International Non-Government Organization). Their numbers are steadily
increasing as depicted in the Table 5:
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Table 5 - International NGO's (1990 - 2000)
Purpose 1990 2000














Source: Anheier, Glasius and Kaldor, 2001 in the Human Development Report 2002
A brief description of the categories ofNGOs will help one understand the
diversity, range and extent of their involvement. The major categories ofNGOs are:
Philanthropic NGOs - are moved by altruistic considerations, either religious or
secular
Self-help NGOs - are motivated by economic self-interest or self-help objectives.
They serve professional groups or act as a cooperative.
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NGOs that belong to either of the two preceding basic categories are further distinguished
as follows: welfare NGOs - aim at providing relief to people; development NGOs
-
aim
at promoting ultimate self-reliance to their beneficiaries; donor NGOs - are prevalent
among NGOs based in industrial countries and generally fall in the philanthropic
category; local NGOs
-
are NGOs from developing countries or indigenous NGOs;
operational NGOs - specialize in the application of development resources and include
program agencies with access to continuing financial resources, specialized staff and
planned development activities; relief assistance organizations equipped to help after the
disasters, to run food aid programs, assist refugees, etc; and service NGOs, that are
sources of technical assistance.
In addition, funding and policy NGOs
- gather development resources (funds, food, or
political support) for aid; network NGOs
- have affiliates, correspondents, sympathizers,
and volunteers, as the case may be in several countries; sectoral NGOs
- deal with one of
few sectors, such as rural water supply; integrated NGOs
-
strive to respond to a broad
range ofneeds of a population, such as education, health, and urban and rural
development; incorporated NGOs
- have a formal status, often linked to tax exemptions
or other concessions in the country of origin or operation; recognized NGOs
- have status
with certain organizations; and informal NGOs
- are groups of like-minded people
working for a common development purpose without legal bonds. These groups can be
permanent or constitute a once-for-all coalition for a single time bound objective
(Masoni, 1985). From the above classification it is apparent why it is so complex to not
only have a common definition for NGOs but also to determine the motivational factors
for the causes they work for and support.
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NGOs are involved in a variety of issues. Some examples of their involvement
are:
Global Exchange made Starbucks sell "fair
trade"
coffee (Ford, 2003)
Amnesty International and two other leading human rights organizations are
protesting Pentagon's decision not to let them attend the planned trials ofAl-
Qaida suspects held at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba (MacAskill, 2004) and
The International Campaign to Ban Landmines - 148 nations have now signed the
treaty, ofwhich 136 have been ratified (Montlake, 2003).
Conclusion
This chapter has covered the early beginnings ofphilanthropy, motivational
factors for individual philanthropy from different authors, and the subjective/objective
classification used in this study.
Also discussed was the non-profit sector, other forms ofphilanthropy like





This section covers the following:
Population/Sample description
Sample frame and approach





The Rochester Institute ofTechnology (R.I.T) is located in Rochester, New York.
The school enrolls over 15,000 full and part time students. In addition, there are 1,100
deaf and hard-of-hearing students. R.I.T has over 90,000 alumni all over the world.
The population consisted of individual donors to R.I.T. R.I.T receives donations
from public and private organizations, foundations, and corporations. Since this study is
focused on "individual motivational factors", the population was limited to individual
R.I.T donors.
The sample for this study consisted ofR.I.T alumni, students, faculty, staff,
trustees, parents and friends. Respondents who reside in New York were randomly
selected from the R.I.T Development Office databases. The databases comprised of
74,187 donors. The number of donors in the State ofNew York is 35,352.
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Sample Frame
The sampling frame consisted of all past and present R.I.T donors. These donors
are from different states in the U.S. and from all over the world. In an effort to manage
the scope and scale of this study, samples of only New York residents were chosen.
Sample Approach
A random sample was taken ofNew York resident active and inactive donors to
R.I.T. This method was chosen because it was not possible to survey the entire donor
population at R.I.T. Further, the motivations for giving to a university are not likely to
vary based solely on the donor's geographic location. Thus, geographic representation
was not viewed as important strata in the sample.
Survey Design, Instrumentation andAdministration
Survey Design
Based upon the subjective/objective classification developed in Chapter Two a
survey instrument was designed to encompass all the motivational factors. This
classification is listed in Table 2.
This classification consisted of two major categories for giving: subjective and
objective. The subjective reasons were subdivided into 9 categories. They are: sense of
responsibility, compassion, self interest, giving thanks, habit, religious influence,
personal identification, guilt feelings and unclassified. Each sub category included
intrinsic motivational factors for giving. These factors are listed in Table 6.
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The objective reasons for giving were subdivided into ten categories. They are:
performance of the organization, personal relationship with the organization, the
organizational approach, mission of the organization, prestige of the Board, pressure, tax
deduction, and unclassified. Each sub category included intrinsic motivational factors for
giving. These factors are listed in Table 6.
37
Table 6 - Subjective Reasons for Giving
Sense of responsibility Compassion Self interest
Stewardship Empathy Recognition
Sense of duty Love Acceptance/appreciation
Conscience Pity Enjoyment of flattery
Loyalty Sympathy Fashion of the Jones
Social inequalities Desire to do good Keeping up with the
impose Desire to help Joneses
responsibility others Follow the leader
Desire to give a Concern for the Personal gain
certain percentage unfortunate Discover new frontiers
of one's Recognition of a ofknowledge
income/Discretiona need Support and encourage
ry wealth to give Remember the excellence
away dead
Altruist
Giving thanks Habit Religious influence
Repaying an Family tradition Salvation
organization that Inherited giving Set up a particular value










Personal identification Guilt feelings Unclassified
Preconditioning Relieve guilt The need to be needed
Readiness to about an ethical, Putting one's good
respond caused by political, or intentions to work
diseases, personal A substitute for active
misfortunes, transgression participation
tragedies involving whether real or Inner feelings
the donor or his imagined For fun
family. Immorality
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Table 6 - Objective Reasons for Giving (continued)
Performance of the organization
Evidence of the carrying out its
mission
Efficiency in uses of funds
Percent of contribution that reach
beneficiaries
Assurance of fair distribution of
services
Low administrative and fund
raising costs
Trust in the organization
Tells the truth
Knowing their gifts will have an
impact and make a difference
Fiscal stability of the organization
Critically evaluates itself
Respect/regard for the volunteer
leadership
Personal relationship with the organization
Involvement of oneself or of a
friend
Interest the organization takes in the
donor
Thanks expressed by the
organization
Develops a relationship with the
donor
Positions the donor as a mentor to
the organization or a mentor to
others in the organization.
Opportunity to associate with a
famous or a worthy person
Enable the donor to do something
about a major problem or issue
Non-routine responses to criticisms
Having one's ideas and suggestions





Are thorough in their presentations
and the donor can't see/find a valid
reason not to give.
Make it easy to make a gift by
offering pledge payments, credit
cards, etc...
Allow the donor to gain personal
connection with other individuals
who are passionately involved in
some meaningful dimension of life.
Use ofpublicity
Ability of the organization to arouse
intellectual and emotional responses
Mission of the organization
The good it tries to accomplish
The need it meets
Importance to the community
Aims compatible with that of the
donor
Urgency of the causes
Uniqueness of the project or the
institution or organization
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Table 6 - Objective Reasons for Giving (continued)
Prestige of the Board
Serves on the board of trustees
Respects the board of trustees









Locality of the organization and/or
its work
Preferences for local, national, and
international causes
Assurance that no professional fund
raisers are employed
One's bank account





captured the sex and the age of the respondents. Question
"3"
determined whether the decision to make a charitable contribution was made individually
or jointly. Question
"4"





hours and the total
"annual"
value of
money and/or goods to a charitable organization.
Question
"5"
consisted ofLikert scale questions. There were 10 questions within
this group. These questions measured the intrinsic motivations for giving such as: sense
of responsibility, compassion, personal identification, self interest, giving thanks, habit,
religious influence, guilt feelings, pressure, and tax deduction.
Question
"6"
also consisted ofLikert scale questions. There were 5 questions
within this group. These questions measured the intrinsic motivations for giving such as:
mission of the organization, perseverance of the organization, personal relationship with
the organization, organizational approach and prestige of the board.
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The purpose ofusing a Likert Scale was to measure the
respondents'
level of
agreement, disagreement, or neutrality to the question posed. Scores are summed up to
give a composite measure of attitudes.
Question
"7"
captured the relationship between the donor and R.I.T and question
"8"
determined the education levels of the donors. Finally question
"9"
asked the donors
if they would like an e-mail copy of the results of the survey.
The questionnaire was used because it is an excellent tool for measuring trends,
opinions, or attitudes of a population quantitatively by studying a sample of that
population. It was the most viable option to gather the data because it could be mass
mailed, was low in cost, the data (name and addresses) were easily available,
privacy/anonymity for the respondents, gave the respondents more time to complete, all
respondents got the same survey, and a rapid turnaround was possible.
Some of the disadvantages ofusing a questionnaire were: accurate mailing lists
were needed, inability to explain the study in person, to have a long survey, to have
detailed questions, a low return rate, and limited scope.
Instrumentation
The questionnaire encompassed all the items in the subjective/objective list.
Precautions (reading several books on survey designs, looking at surveys conducted, and
going through several drafts) were taken to make certain that the questions were clear,
not misunderstood, dichotomous, long, loaded, ambiguous, and that there were no double
barreled questions. To ensure a greater response rate the questionnaire was professional
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looking, limited to one page, the language was plain, instructions were simple, and only
one question was asked at a time.
Prior to mailing the 520 surveys, a pretest survey (pilot surveys) were submitted
to 14 R.I.T donors. These individual donors were professors, students (past and present),
and library employees. Time was spent with each of the 14 individuals that completed the
pilot survey to make observations and take notes. The feedback received from these pilot
surveys revealed errors that would have gone unnoticed. The survey cover sheet, my





Corrections were made after reviewing and implementing the suggestions,
comments, and criticisms to the coversheet, the cover letter, and the pilot survey. The




A total of 520 surveys were mailed to the existing and past individual donors to
R.I.T. These individual donors were alumni, parents, faculty, staff, trustees, friends and
others who had some affiliation with R.I.T either in the past or present. A total of 240
surveys were returned. 8 surveys were discarded due to incomplete or incorrect
information. The final number ofvalid surveys was 232. The response rate (44.61%)
was achieved with the initial mailing.
The list of donors (name and addresses) was provided by the R.I.T Development
Office. The cover letter from the R.I.T Development Office, signed by the Associate
Vice President ofDevelopment along with a personal introduction letter, and a self
42
addressed return envelope was included in the survey. A single stage random sampling
procedure was used to generate the names and addresses from the sampling frame. Using
a random sample ensured that each individual in the sample frame had an equal
likelihood ofbeing selected.
Validity Questions/Issues
The potential threats to validity of this survey are related to the sample and the
structure and wording of questions on the questionnaire.
The sampling frame may not have produced a sample representative of all
philanthropic donors. The sample is clearly limited to people who give to universities.
Thus, the results of the survey may not be generalized to the population of all individual
donors. However, the sampling frame is generally consistent with the profile of
universities similar to R.I.T. and should allow for statistical comparison.
The questionnaire was pre-tested and reviewed by external experts. Feedback
from participants in the pilot survey, and from the experts, was incorporated into the final
question design with the goal of reducing bias and errors. The questionnaire was not
tested for non-response bias nor was formal statistical tests for validity conducted. The
descriptive nature of the study does not necessitate this type of testing.
Data Collection
Data Preparation - Input and Integrity
The data for the survey, the analysis, and the output was done using SPSS
(Statistical Package for Social Sciences). This program is a frequently used statistical
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program for data entry, analysis, and reporting. A definition shell was constructed prior to
entering the data. In this shell the fields are defined, length of each field is specified, and
a value is given for each of the fields.
The data preparation process involved first checking every survey (data)
thoroughly (visually) for errors. Extra care was taken to ensure that the responses were
legible, all the questions were answered, and that the appropriate input was completed
when requested. Surveys with errors or incomplete information were discarded. There
were 8 surveys with errors.
After the visual inspection, the data for the 520 surveys were keyed into SPSS.
To eliminate data entry errors, the data was keyed in over a span of two weeks. At the
end of each session the data entered was double checked for data entry errors.
Data Analysis
Data Analysis and Evaluation
The data input was cross-checked with the output generated in the reports by the
SPSS program. The data evaluation was also performed using SPSS. The results and
graphs generated by SPSS were cross checked using the Microsoft Excel Program.
Microsoft Excel was also used to generate all the charts that are discussed and listed in
chapter four.
The data was analyzed using common descriptive and summative
statistics. No





A total of five hundred and twenty (520) surveys were mailed. Two hundred and
forty (240) surveys were returned. Eight (8) incomplete surveys were discarded. There
were a total of two hundred and thirty two (232) valid surveys, yielding a response rate of
44.61%.
The respondents for this study consisted ofR.I.T alumnus, students, faculty, staff,




The following figures (Figure 5 - 9) summarize the characteristics of the
























Figure 5: Analysis by gender
Question: Is the respondent to this survey a male or female?
Figure 5 is a summary of the gender of the respondents. Of the 232 valid surveys,
147 (63.36%) were completed by men and 85 (36.64%) were completed by women.
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Under 25 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 or over
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Figure 6: Analysis by age group
Question: What is your age - Under 25, 25 to 34, 35 to 44, 45 to 54, 55 to 64, 65 or
over?
Majority of the respondents (91.81%) were in the 35 and over age group. Very
low percentages (8.19 %) of the respondents were in the 34 and below age group.
Since the 45 to 54 age group had the highest response rate, perhaps R.I.T can
target this age group in future surveys to ensure a good survey response.
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Figure 7: Analysis by decision to make charitable contributions
Question: Who makes the decision to make charitable contributions?
Although more men than women completed the survey (Figure 5), slightly less
than half of the respondents (47.84%) made the contribution decision by themselves, and
52.16% made those decisions jointly with another person. This indicates that those
completing the surveys were either the decision maker or were directly involved in the
decision to make the household's charitable contributions.
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Figure 8: Analysis of the survey respondents by R.I.T affiliation
Question: Are you an R.I.T?
Alumnus (a), Student, Faculty, Staff, Trustee, Parent, Friend, Other
The number of alumni responding (67.24%) to this survey was very encouraging
because this proves that the alumni care about their school and still have a bond with
R.I.T.
Much more interesting is the percentage ofparents (17.24 %) that responded to
this survey. Parents have a major influence on the schools their children attend. Based
on the above data in Figure 8, perhaps R.I.T should target the parent population to
increase school enrollment.
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Figure 9: Analysis of respondents by education and age (frequency)
Figure 9 shows a unique view of the data by comparing the education and age of
the respondents. The age group (45 to 54) had the highest number of respondents. In
addition to that they also have the highest number (84) ofpeople with degrees (Associate,





(32), and an equal or highest number ofpeople with
Doctorate (5) and other degrees (7). This age group (45 to 54) is also is also the third
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Analysis ofResponses to Each Question
Figure 10-24 analyzes the responses to each question.


























Figure 10: Analysis by sense of responsibility
Question: I make charitable contributions because - 1 am concerned for the welfare of
others
This factor (sense of responsibility) on a percentage basis (strongly agree) ranked
third (43.53 %) when compared to all the responses in the strongly agree category. Using
this combination (strongly agree and agree) this factor ranked third (91.37 %) when
compared to the other motivating factors.




































Figure 11: Analysis by compassion
Question: I make charitable contributions because - 1 like to do good and help others.
Compassion had the highest ranking (Table 7) based on the level of agreement
(49.57 %). A total of 90.09 % of the respondents either strongly agreed or agreed with
this as a motivating factor.
Compassion did not appear in the top three list ofmotivating factors when ranked
by strongly agree and agree. Refer to Table 7 and 8 for these rankings and combination
ranking.
Appealing to compassion or using messages that evoke compassion may inspire
giving.
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strongly agree agree neutral disagree strongly disagree
? Frequency 16 30 53 59 74




Figure 12: Analysis by personal identification
Question: I make charitable contributions because - 1 had a tragedy or misfortune that
affected me personally.
Personal identification which is the readiness to respond caused by diseases,
misfortunes, and tragedy affecting the donor or his family was definitely not a motivating
factor since a total of 80.17 % of the respondents strongly disagree, disagree, or had a

































Figure 13: Analysis by self interest
Question: I make charitable contributions because - I receive recognition and praise
Self interest (receiving recognitions and praise, personal gain, etc) is not an
important motivating factor. Over 66% of the respondents strongly disagreed or
disagreed with this statement. It (self interest) had the highest percentage (29.74 %) of
respondents that disagreed with this question.
On a combined basis (disagree and strongly disagree) it ranked third. Refer to
Table 9 and 1 0 for these rankings and combination ranking.
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Figure 14: Analysis by giving thanks
Question: I make charitable contributions because - 1 am thankful for what I have
This is one of the top three motivating factors. It ranks second in the strongly
agree, third in the agree, and second in the combination (strongly agree and agree)
category. See Table 7 and 8 which show these rankings and combination ranking.


































Figure 15: Analysis by habit
Question: I make charitable contributions because - It's a family tradition to donate.
Over 40.09 % expressed a neutrality to this factor. It ranked second in the neutral
category. See Table 7 and 8 which show these rankings and combination ranking.
Since 25% of the respondents agree with this motivating factor and another 9%
strongly agree, the challenge is to identify those particular respondents and make them






























Figure 16: Analysis by religious influence
Question: I make charitable contributions because - Ofmy religious beliefs/background
This was a motivating factor for more than 53.02 % (strongly agree and agree) of
the population. Surprisingly, this factor didn't rank in the top five in either the strongly
agree or the combination ranking of strongly agree and agree listed in Table 7 and 8.
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Figure 17: Analysis by guilt feelings
Question: I make charitable contributions because - 1 am attempting to compensate for
the mistakes I have made in my life.
The results are convincing that guilt is definitely not a motivating factor. It had
the highest frequency response (146) in Table 12 and ranks first in the strongly disagree
category (62.93 %) in Table 9. When combined (strongly disagree and disagree) it once
again ranks first (84.91 %). Even more convincing is the fact that only 3.01 % strongly















strongly agree agree neutral disagree strongly disagree Total
? Frequency 3 10 34 64 121 232
? Percent 1.29 4.31 14.66 27.59 52.16 100.00
Figure 18: Analysis by pressure
Question: I make charitable contributions because - Ofpeer pressure from friends,
business associates, or fund raisers.
Pressure is definitely not a motivating factor. It ranks second in the strongly
disagree (52.16 %) and second in the disagree (27.59 %) category. Only 5.6% of the
respondents strongly agree or agree and almost 80 % of the respondents strongly disagree
or disagree with this statement. Like guilt (Figure 17) this is a de-motivating factor. Refer

































Figure 19: Analysis by tax deduction
Question: I make charitable contributions because - 1 receive a tax break.
The level of agreement with this factor is unique. Thirty three percent agree with
this question. The task at hand is to identify these individuals who donate because of tax
purposes.
These donors would be willing to give more if they can get unique tax breaks for
their donations.
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Figure 20: Analysis by mission of the organization
Question: I make charitable contributions because - 1 believe in the mission of the
organization.
Believing in the mission of the organization is the most powerful motivating
factor. This motivating factor ranked first in the strongly agree (57.76 %) category and
first when combined (94.83 %) with agree category. See Table 7 and 8 which show these
rankings and combination ranking.
R.I.T needs to focus on communicating, clarifying, and publicizing the mission of
the organization to its entire population.
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Figure 21: Analysis by perseverance of the organization
Question: I make charitable contributions because - The organization uses its funds
effectively.
A large percentage of the respondents agree with this question. This indicates that
the respondents are concerned about the internal workings of an organization. This factor
ranked second in the agree (47.84 %) category. Approximately 80 % of the respondents
strongly agree or agree with this statement.
Refer to Table 7 and 8 for these rankings and combination ranking.
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neutral disagree strongly disagree Total
64 22 25 232
27.59 9.48 10.78 100.00
Figure 22: Analysis by personal relationship of the organization
Question: I make charitable contributions because - 1 have a personal relationship with
the organization.
People value personal relationships with organizations. This is evident from the
fact that a total of 52.16 % of the respondents strongly agree or agree with this factor.
The challenge is to identify and target those respondents by getting them involved
in the activities of the organization.
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Figure 23: Analysis by organizational approach
Question: I make charitable contributions because - I like their public relations
campaign.
This is definitely not a motivating factor. Over 90.95 % of the respondents either
strongly disagree, disagree, or are neutral to this factor. Only 9.05 % agree or strongly
agree with this factor.
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Figure 24: Analysis by prestige of the board
Question: I make charitable contributions because - I know and respect the Board
members.
With the low combined percentage of strongly agree or agree with this factor
(13.36 %), it is obvious that this factor is not critically important to the respondents.
This factor ranked in the top five list of de-motivating factors in the strongly
disagree and the combination ranking in Table 9 and 10.
72
























154 157 120 154 120
66.38 67.67 51.72 66.38 51.72
Figure 25: Analysis by donation types
Question: In the past twelve months what have you donated: Time, Money, Goods, or all
(time, money, and goods)?
All of the respondents made tangible contributions. They could give multiple
responses. Every respondent to the survey gave money (100%). Some (67.67%) gave
time and money, 66.38% gave money and goods, 51.72 gave time and goods, and 51.72%
gave time, money, and goods.
Based on the data in Figure 25, future fund raising campaigns should focus on
monetary appeals first and then on asking for time or goods.
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Figure 26: Analysis by average annual hours contributed by education
Surprisingly people with associate degrees donated the most number of average
annual hours (172).
This is very interesting since the respondents with associate degrees were the
lowest donors ofmoney as depicted in Figure 27.
"ANNHRS"
(average annual hours)
was calculated by adding all the hours in each category and dividing it by the total in
each category.
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Figure 27: Analysis by average annual dollars contributed by education
Respondents with doctorate degrees donated the most money ($5965). Although
they donated the most amount ofmoney they were the second lowest contributors of time
(73 hours). Refer to Figure 26 for this data. .
"ANNAMT"
(average annual dollars) was
calculated by adding all the dollar amounts in each category and dividing it by the total in
each category.
Considering their level of education they must hold responsible positions and
have limited leisure time. The respondents with Doctorate degrees could be targeted for
large financial donations or for contacts in their personal and professional communities.
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IJnder2 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 or over
QAVG.ANNHRS 37 21 41 63 96 148
Figure 28: Analysis by average annual hours contributed by age group
Respondents "under the age of
44"
gave a total of 99 hours with the lowest
contribution of time (21 hours) in the 25 to 34 age group. Respondents "over the age of
45"
gave a total of 307 hours.
The 65 and over age group gave the most amounts ofhours (148) followed by the
55 to 64 age group which gave 96 hours. Perhaps these two age groups feel socially and
morally responsible and also have more leisure time.
This is a vital statistic because R.I.T can use this information to get donor
volunteers involved in the activities of the organization. If the organization is looking for
people to contribute time they should focus on the 45 and over age group.
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55 to 64 65 or over
2169 4476
Figure 29: Analysis by average annual dollars contributed by age group
Figure 29 reveals some very critical information. Respondents over the age of 65
donated the most amount ofmoney ($4476). The second largest donor was the 35 to 44
age group ($3436). Respondents under the age of 25 donated the least ($675). However
ifwe combine age groups we find that the over 45 age group donated $9480 as opposed
to $5038 for the 44 or younger age group.
From Figure 29 it is apparent that if the organization is looking for money they
should target the 45 and over age groups.
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Chapter V
Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations
Introduction
The purpose of this thesis was to study the individual intrinsic motivational
factors for philanthropic donations. This study targeted
"only"
individual donors to
R.I.T. The donors are students, faculty,
students'
parents, Trustees, alumni and others
who have or had an affiliation with R.I.T.
Meaning ofthe Results
The survey data revealed some startling information. The results are convincing
and conclusive. During the pilot surveys some of the respondents were asked to give their
best educated guess of the top individual motivating factors. Majority of them mentioned
altruism (sense of responsibility) first, second was compassion, and finally religious
influence.
The results revealed that the top three individual motivation factors are:
1 . Mission of the organization
2. Giving thanks
3. Sense of responsibility
When the data was combined (strongly agree and agree) category the rankings
were:
1 . Mission of the organization
2. Giving thanks
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3. Sense of responsibility
Interestingly, the rankings are the same for both categories.








Surprisingly the rankings are the same for both categories.
Usefulness ofthis Study
The fact that the respondents listed the "Mission of the
Organization"
as one of
the top individual motivational factor implies that R.I.T must spend more time and effort
communicating the mission, vision, and goals to its entire donor population.
R.I.T must inform and involve the alumni and parents in the mission of the
organization.
The next critical data revealed by the survey is that the respondents responded
positively to "giving
thanks"
(second in the strongly agree category and second in the
combination (strongly agree and agree) ranking). Perhaps they reflect on the value of
their education at R.I.T. Their education at R.I.T may have been responsible for their
career choice and prosperity. The goal should be to keep past and present graduates
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constantly and consistently informed about the critical activities at R.I.T. This will make
donors feel like they are part of the organization, get their involvement and may lead to
future donations.
The data also reveals that R.I.T should refrain from using guilt, pressure, and self
interest as a means to attracting donations. The results convincingly prove that these are
de-motivating factors.
Limitations ofthis Study
This study identified the top three individual motivating and de-motivating
factors.
The study is limited in scope. The results of this survey cannot be applied to all
non profit organizations. This study and the results can
"only"
be applied to R.I.T.
Recommendationsfor Improvement
A survey/study needs to be conducted to specifically expand and target the three
main motivating factors identified in this study. The purpose of this study should be to
further explore, investigate, and track the three top motivating factors. This will give
R.I.T a better understanding of the pulse of their donor population. Future mailings and
fund raising events need to keep these three motivating factors in the forefront.
This study should also be expanded in scope and in size. Further surveys should





R.I.T should also research and target those specific donors who are thankful for
the education or experiences they had at R.I.T.
The number of 501(c)(3) organizations in the United States continues to grow.
The amount ofmoney donated to education has been steadily increasing over the years.
With the increase in the number of 501 (c )(3) organizations and the amount ofmoney
donated to educational institutions, it is obvious that the competition for philanthropic
donations will get tougher over the years. R.I.T needs to be creative and competitive to
attract these philanthropic donations.
Conclusions
The most remarkable and memorable part of this study is that there are people for
whom charity is a way of life because of one of the several intrinsic factors that motivates
them to give. They treat mankind as a family of their own and continue to donate and
support the causes and issues they believe in.
As Americans we should be proud because "our
philanthropy"
serves as a role
model for the entire world. It leads and will hopefully continue to lead the world in the
years ahead. What makes this even more remarkable is that the average American plays
an important role in this accomplishment.
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contains the cover sheet for the survey that was sent out to 520






THESIS TITLE: PERSONAL MOTIVATIONS FOR PHILANTHROPY
THESIS FOR: MASTERS IN SERVICE MANAGEMENT
ROCHESTER INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY





contains my cover letter (on the back of the cover sheet and
part of
the survey) that was sent out to 520 R.I.T donors in the State ofNew York.
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NEIL MONTEIRO
60 Crittenden Blvd., Apt. No: 327, Rochester, NY 14620
November 3rd, 2003
Dear Donor:
My name is Neil Monteiro. I am a graduate student at Rochester Institute of Technology (R.I.T.). I am
presently working on my thesis for my Masters in Service Management. My thesis subject is "Personal
Motivations For
Philanthropy."
Please take a moment out of your busy schedule to answer the one page questionnaire attached with this
letter. I wish to assure you that this study is strictly for academic purposes.
If you are interested, I will be happy to share my completed survey results with you. Please indicate your
interest and your mailing or e-mail address in the response section of your survey.
The information you provide is very important for my thesis. Please help me complete my thesis by
promptly answering and mailing the attached questionnaire in the postage paid return envelope.
I take this opportunity to personally "THANK
YOU"
in advance for your assistance and support.
Sincerely,
Neil Monteiro




contains the pretest survey (pilot survey) that was submitted to 14




2. What is your age?
?Under 25 Q 26 to 34 D35 to 44 D45to54 D55 to 64 D65orover
3. Is the decision to make charitable contributions made by?
DYou ? Your spouse ? Both ? Other
4. In the past 12 months what have you donated (check all that apply)?
D Time ? Money ? Goods D None
Please estimate the total
"annual"
value of time, money, and/or goods you give to charitable organizations $ .00
Personal Motivation for Philanthropy:
Please circle the extent to which you agree or disagree with
"ALL"
of the following statements below about your Personal Motivation for giving
to charitable organizations.
1 - Strongly Agree 2 -Agree 3 -Neutral 4 -Disagree 5 - Strongly Disagree
5. I make charitable contributions because:
I am concerned for the welfare of others 1 2 3 4 5
I like to do good and help others 1 2 3 4 5
I had a tragedy or misfortune that affected me or my family 1 2 3 4 5
I receive recognition and praise 1 2 3 4 5
I am thankful for what I have 1 2 3 4 5
It's a family tradition to donate 1 2 3 4 5
Of my religious beliefs/background 1 2 3 4 5
I am attempting to compensate for the mistakes I have made in my life 1 2 3 4 5
Of peer pressure from friends, business associates, or fund raisers 1 2 3 4 5
I receive a tax break 1 2 3 4 5
Influence of the Organization on your personal motivation for philanthropy:
Please circle the extent to which you agree or disagree with
"ALL"
of the following statements below about your Organizational Motivation for giving
to charitable organizations.
1 - Strongly Agree 2 - Agree 3 - Neutral 4 - Disagree 5 - Strongly Disagree
6. I make charitable contributions to an organization because:
I believe in the mission of the organization 1 2 3 4 5
The organization uses its funds effectively 1 2 3 4 5
I have a personal relationship with the organization 1 2 3 4 5
I like their public relations campaign 1 2 3 4 5
I know and respect the Board members 1 2 3 4 5
7. Are you an R.I.T.
? Alumnus(a) ? Student ? Faculty ? Staff ? Trustee ? Friend ? Other
8. What is your highest level of education?
D Associate ? Bachelor ? Master D Doctorate D Other
9. I would like a copy of your survey results.




contains the cover letter from the R.I.T Development Office that
was mailed with every survey.
94
RIT Rochester Institute of Technology
Office of Development
116 Lomb Memorial Drive





60 Crittenden Blvd. Apt. 327
Rochester, NY 14620
Dear Mr. Monteiro:
As a donor to RIT, you have demonstrated your commitment to higher education. Now, I
invite you to spend 3 minutes to personally help a student complete his academic pursuits.
Neil Monteiro is pursuing his M.S. degree in Service Management at RIT and is working
on his thesis, "Personal motivation for
Philanthropy"
He has asked for permission to
contact a random sample ofNew York resident RIT donors regarding their motivations for
giving to analyze for his work. In an effort to maintain the confidentiality of our donor
records, I am contacting you on his behalf and ask you to assist him in his work.
Please consider taking approximately three minutes to complete Neil's enclosed
survey and return it to him in the enclosed postage-paid envelope.
Thank you for your continued support of all RIT students, especially Neil.










contains the final survey (questionnaire) that was mailed out to 520
R.I.T donors in the State ofNew York.
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2. What is your age?
7Under 25 C25 to 34 7 35 to 44 D45 to 54 7 55 to 64 7 65 or over
3. Is the decision to make charitable contributions made by?
DYou DYour spouse CBoth DOther
4. In the past 12 months what have you donated (check all that apply)?
DTime ?Money ?Goods QNone
Please estimate the total
"annual"
number of hours you give to charitable organizations .
Please estimate the total
"annual"
value of money, and/or goods you give to charitable organizations $ .00
Personal Motivation for Philanthropy:
Please circle the extent to which you agree or disagree with
"ALL"




1 - Strongly Agree 2 - Agree 3 - Neutral 4 - Disagree 5 - Strongly Disagree
5. I make charitable contributions because:
I am concerned for the welfare of others 1 2 3 4 5
Hike to do good and help others 1 2 3 4 5
I had a tragedy or misfortune that affected me or my family 1 2 3 4 5
I receive recognition and praise 1 2 3 4 5
I am thankful for what I have 1 2 3 4 5
It's a family tradition to donate 1 2 3 4 5
Of my religious beliefs/background 1 2 3 4 5
I am attempting to compensate for the mistakes I have made in my life 1 2 3 4 5
Of peer pressure from friends, business associates, or fund raisers 1 2 3 4 5
I receive a tax break 1 2 3 4 5
Influence of the Organization on your personal motivation for philanthropy:
Please circle the extent to which you agree or disagree with
"ALL"
of the following statements below about your "Organizational
Motivation"
for
giving to charitable organizations.
1 - Strongly Agree 2 - Agree 3
- Neutral 4 - Disagree 5 - Strongly Disagree
6. I make charitable contributions to an organization because:
I believe in the mission of the organization 1 2 3 4 5
The organization uses its funds effectively 1 2 3 4 5
I have a personal relationship with the organization 1 2 3 4 5
I like their public relations campaign 1 2 3 4 5
I know and respect the Board members 1 2 3 4 5
7. Are you an R.I.T.
D Alumnus(a) DStudent ? Faculty D Staff DTrustee D Parent D Friend DOther
8. What is your highest level of education?
? Associate ?Bachelor DMaster DDoctorate DOther
9. I would like a copy of your survey results.
nYes DNo Mv mailina or e-mail address is:
.
___^
5912-3002-1520-8473
